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REMARKS 

This Reply Brief addresses arguments provided by Examiner in the Examiner's Answer 
dated August 26, 2004. Appellant incorporates by reference the arguments proffered in 
Appellant's Appeal Brief and Appellant reiterates that Tyra does not anticipate Appellant's 
claims because Tyra fails to teach each feature recited within Appellant's claims. 

It does not appear that any new grounds of .rejections were raised in the Examiner's 
Answer. However, Examiner did expand his reasoning for the rejections at page 9 and 10 of the 
Answer. Specifically, Examiner apparently ascribes a different meaning to Appellant's 
recitation of "function" without considering the context of the claim language itself. While 
Appellant clearly defines that term in the specification, it is the context of the claim language and 
not merely the specification) that Appellant relies on-to differentiate the meaning of "function" 
from other implemented processes provided within the/Claims. 



Examiner incorrectly states that the "function" refers to any software routing or 
procedure that performs a special task or operation. While that definition may apply to a 
generalized use of the term standing on its own, referring to a "server function identified by an 
executable... command name" while describing tf loading (and other) process performed on the 
executable file indicates that the function is being described in the context of an executable 
operation that is a server-level executable rather than an operating system (OS)-level executable. 
The OS-level process (e.g., load, store, etc.) operates on a file rather than executes the underlying 
function of an executable file. ,; - 

Appellant's exemplary claim 1 recites: (1) "^Initiate a particular ...server functions 
identified_by an e xecutable having a name synonymous with said command name: 
. , .automatically load a class file and dynamically executing functions . . . associated with said 
class file." 

Notably, the executable file is loaded before the underlying function is executed. Thus, 
processor or OS-operations (or processor or OS-functions as would be defined by Examiner) 
such as loading the class file have been clearly differentiated from a function that is performed 
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when the class file is executed. A clear reading of the entire claims, taking the various processor 
or OS-operations that axe differentiated from the "server function" that i$ provided by executing 
a class file, would lead to a different conclusion than that reached by Examiner. 

Also, Tyra's teaching of transmitting a request with a class name for a particular 
operation such as a request for updates or trading stock, where the server executes processes on 
the actual request, (such as retrieving the identifier, Manipulating the identifier, and comparing) 
are not synonymous with the executable being the same name as the command name that is 
transmitted. With Tyra, the name is a file name and the processing operations are performed on 
that file name, rather than executing the underlying/intrinsic function attributed to the executable 
process associated with that file name, ; - ; i 

When read as a whole, the claims provides a" 61ear context for the term "function" and 
differentiates that term from the processor and/or OS processes, which Examiner 
mischaracterizes as being synonymous to Appellant's claimed "functions." Performing 
operations on a filename, which happens to be the function name as well;, is not synonymous 
with executing a sever-level (or server) function that is retrieved as a class file with a $ame name 
as the underlying function. Thus, no extrapolation is required beyond the claim language to 
comptehend the term within the claims, since the context is clearly laid out in the preceding 
claim language. 

Appellant again respectfully requests that this case be remanded to the Examiner with 
instructions to issue a Notice of Allowance with respect to all pending claims. 
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CONCLUSION 

Appellant has again pointed out with specificity the manifest error in the Examiner's 
rejections, and the claim language which renders the invention patentable over the reference. 
Appellant, therefore, respectfully requests that this case be remanded to the Examiner with 
instructions to issue a Notice of Allowance with respect to all pending claims. 
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